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RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES UNDER GROUP RIDING PLAN 


7. a Serre tT Three fellow workers in a war plant qualified as a riding group 
ff, = ¥ Renee EE under the general supervision of their employer and under the Tire 
a St Rationing Regulations. They entered a written agreement whereby 
to : one of them was to drive the other two to and from work at least 
nt Ree four times a week and the passengers were to pay twenty cents for 
). Tee SEE each round trip, one-third of the cost of gasoline and oil consumed. 
th aa aR Baie si The parties disagreed as to their legal rights, obligations and duties 
yn cae aa under the contract with respect to each other and to the general 
le, a a public and an appeal was made to the Ohio Supreme Court for a 
he as ae declaratory judgment. The driver insisted that his passengers were 
re & aa guests under the Guest Statute and the passengers claimed that the 
: driver was a private carrier. 
le : : 
he : Please Route to: SS Construction of Guest Statute 
cle paneer A statute must have substantially the same construction under 
2). : : the same factual circumstances; there cannot be one construction in 
his : : peace time and another in war time as to the same factual situation. 
ho, Under the clear provisions of the Guest Statute, the operator of a 
ick : motor vehicle is not liable for the negligent operation thereof resulting 
ent : in injury to a person invited to ride with him unless such operator is 
vi- guilty of wilful or wanton misconduct; but, if any payment which 
a may be considered as payment for transportation is accepted, the 
a. statute does not apply and the operator is not protected. The sharing 
‘m 5 of the cost of gasoline and oil consumed on a motor vehicle trip taken 
was . for mutual pleasure or commercial purposes, without any business 
the Se aspect, is not payment for transportation within the meaning of the 
life seen statute. If the trip, however, has a business aspect or provides a 
See recognized mutual benefit, the Guest Statute does not apply. The 
pp. ae te terms of the contract under consideration fully confirmed the propo- 
By Gas sition that the arrangement for transportation had a clear business 
the : aspect and that payment was made for transportation as such. 
ad- 
Justice of Statute 
itu- 
ent, It is just as important to the war effort to provide protection for 
sive the worker who is injured, or to his dependents in case of his death, 
from the negligent acts of the motorist transporting him to and from 
rm s his place of employment, as it is to conserve the tires of the vehicle 
‘de- a in which he is transported. The motorist has an opportunity to 
had : AEA protect himself in the exercise of care. Under such circumstances, 
the ea who can say that the General Assembly, in the passage of the Guest 


al, eS : Statute, did not carefully balance the rights and interests of the oper- 
: ed ator of the motor vehicle, as well as the passenger, by providing that 
the protection of the statute is afforded to an operator only when 
the transportation is given “without payment therefor.” The statute 
gives the operator an option subject to his choice in the matter. If 
he incurs liability to his guest, he has chosen to accept a benefit. 
The statute visits no unjust hardship on him. See Miller vy. 
Fairley et al., {| 707,396. 
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% NEGLIGENCE »% 
(Other than Automobile) 


Loose Rocks at Second Entrance to Station—Where a com- 


muter, carrying a valid ticket with unused rides, was 
injured on some loose rocks defendant railroad had placed 
in a path used for several years as a second entrance to the 
railway station whenever the crossing gates were down, the 
complaint stated a good cause of action and raised issues 
that must be disposed of at a trial and not on a motion to 
strike (Elliott v. Illinois Central R. R. Co., Il. App. Ct., 
7 403,973). 


Chemical Burning Demonstrator.—Plaintiff, a salesman of a 


hydromatic gun used to clean drains and sewers, recovered 
for burns sustained when, after responding to a call from 
defendant hotel to demonstrate his gun, he applied the 
device to a clogged drain in the kitchen and a chemical fluid 
defendant had used on a pipe behind plaintiff flew out, 
striking plaintiff and burning his back severely (Rosenfeld 
v. Chicagoan, Inc., Il. App. Ct., 1 403,974). 


Fall on Skating Rink.—In an action to recover for injuries 


received from a fall on the floor of defendants’ roller skating 
rink, where the testimony was conflicting as to whether 
non-skater spectators of an exhibition in the center of the 
floor dropped debris on that part of the floor usually re- 
served for skaters, the court upheld a jury verdict relieving 
defendants of liability (Carrara v. Noonan et al., R. I. Su- 
preme Ct., J 403,975). 


Passenger Carried Beyond Station.—Where an elderly woman 


passenger was obliged to stand on a cold platform of defend- 
ant’s train as it speeded eight miles beyond her station at which 
a railroad official had ordered a special stop to be made, a judg- 
ment holding the railroad liable for resulting female trouble 
was reversed because of erroneous instructions,’ the court 
remanding the case for a new trial (Nagel v. Thompson, 
Trustee for the Missouri Pacific R. R. Co., Kansas City Ct. 
of App., Mo., ¥ 403,976). 


Passenger Alighting in Unsafe Place—Where a street car 


stopped over a depression in the pavement which made the 
bottom step of the street car 22 inches from the ground, 
the motorman was negligent in not assisting an elderly 
woman approximately five feet in height to alight from 
the car, the appeal court holding the street car company 
responsible for injuries she sustained (Tampa Electric Co. v. 
Fleischaker, Fla. Supreme Ct., J 403,977). 


Failure to Remove Sponge After Lung Operation.—Defendant 


physician performed four operations on plaintiff's lungs 
within four months, after which plaintiff was sent to another 
hospital for treatment of the three open drains in the chest 
from which, six months later, a doctor extracted a saturated 
roll of gauze of the type used in defendant’s hospital; a 
judgment for plaintiff was reversed because the instructions 
included possible negligence in any of the four operations 
and the petition charged negligence only in the last incision 


(Downey v. Mudd, St. Louis Ct. of App., Mo., J 403,978). 


Fall on Slippery Ramp.—Although there was ample evidence 


that a concrete ramp on defendant’s premises was not con- 
structed according to standards, where plaintiff, a produce 
salesman, fell as he was descending the ramp, a non-suit 
was proper, since there was no proof that the faulty con- 
struction of the ramp caused the fall or that the ramp was 
wet or that any foreign substance was present (Trilling v. 


H. L. Green Co., N. J. Supreme Ct., J 403,979). 


Plaster Falling from Ceiling—Where plaintiff was injured by 


plaster falling from the ceiling of premises owned by de- 
fendant and leased to plaintiff's mother, it was error not 
to allow defendant’s demurrer, since the petition was indefi- 
nite as to plaintiff's right of occupancy and defendant's 
obligation to repair and since the fourth amendment did not 
fortify the petition inasmuch as plaintiff failed to allege that 
nonin repairs were not promptly made or that there was 
delay in repairing the ceiling (Sanik v. Shryock Realty Co., 
Kan. Supreme Ct., J 403,980). 
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Brush Fire Igniting Hotel.—The city was relieved of liability 
where sparks from a brush fire started by city workmen 
ignited the roof of defendant’s unoccupied hotel, the court 
being of the opinion that the damage flowed from the work- 
ers’ negligence alone rather than from any active wrong- 
doing on the part of the city (Jnstlation Realty Corp. v, 
Borough of Deal, U. S. Dist. Ct., Dist. of N. J., 403,981), 


Physician’s Fraud.—In an action brought thirteen years after 
defendant left a needle in plaintiff's abdomen during an 
operation, where, in order to keep plaintiff from consulting 
another physician, defendant repeatedly told plaintiff that 
the missing articles had been found, a new fraud was per- 
pertated and the statute of limitations did not begin to run 
until the fraud was discovered (Krestich v. Stefanez, Wis. 
Supreme Ct., J 403,982). 


Defective Rope Supporting Scaffold—Where plaintiff alleged 
that rope, purporting to carry 2,000 pounds and manufac- 
tured and sold by defendants, broke when used to support 
a scaffold carrying her husband and another, whose com- 
bined weight did not exceed 500 pounds, the court refused 
to dismiss the complaint for failure to allege that the rope 
was inherently dangerous because there is no sound dis- 
tinction between a so-called dangerous chattel and one 
which, although normally harmless, becomes dangerous 
when defective (King v. MacWhyte Co. et al., U. S. Dist. Ct., 
W. D. of Pa., J 403,983). 


Fall on Slippery Floor.—Plaintiff recovered for injuries sus- 
tained from a fall on a slippery floor, the court denying a 
motion for a new trial (Westbrook v. Onondaga Co. et al., 
N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., {| 403,972). 


Boy Electrocuted Playing on Box Car.—Since there was no 
evidence to show that defendant railroad could have re- 
moved a live wire extending five feet above a box car lying 
in its New York yards without requiring effort unreason- 
ably greater than the risk, boys having been seen playing 
on box cars only three times in the past eighteen years, a 
directed verdict for defendant was upheld (Rasmussen, Jr., 
etc., et al. v. Palmer et al., Trustees of New York, New Haven 
& Hartford R. R. Co., U. S. C. C. A., 2nd C., J 403,984). 


Conflict in Jury Findings——Where a passenger alighting from 
the street car into a loading zone was struck by another 
street car, the appeal court declared a mistrial, since the 
jury finding on one issue was that plaintiff was negligent 
in moving to the place of the collision, whereas on the other 
issue, involving the same movement, the jury found that 
she was exercising ordinary care in not standing out of 
reach until the street car had passed (Graham v. Dallas Ry. & 
Terminal Co., Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., Dallas, §[ 403,970). 


Gas Leakage Causing Explosion.—In an action to recover for 
injuries sustained by a customer during a store explosion 
allegedly caused by gas leaking from service pipes in the 
alley, the court relieved the store of liability but held the 
gas company responsible on the ground that the evidence 
showed constructive notice of escaping gas, since a cave-in 
occurred during the construction of the store and since 
puddles in the alley showed bubbles for some months prior 
to the explosion (McManimen v. Public Service Company of 
Northern Illinois et al., I. App. Ct., 7 403,971). 


* LIFE * 


Accidental Death.—Under the policy, no accidental death benefit 
was payable if the death of the insured was caused or con- 
tributed to by disease or by bodily or mental infirmity and, 
since there was no evidence that the insured’s fatal fall was 
accidental or that it was not caused by physical disease or 
infirmity, double indemnity was denied the beneficiary 
(Overstreet, Admr. v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., Ga. Ct. ot 
App., J 503,280). 


Proof of Disability—Although the insured was disabled while 
insured under a group policy, her failure to give notice and 
proof thereof during the life of the policy as required by its 
terms barred her claim for disability benefits (Gordimer v. 
The Continental Assurance Co., 8. D. Supreme Ct., § 503,271). 


Paragraph (f) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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Insanity as Excuse for Want of Proof.—After ordering a new 
trial, the court refused to defer its decision on the insurer’s 
petition for a new trial until after the Missouri Supreme 
Court has decided the pending question of whether insanity, 
causing disability, would excuse failure to give proof of 
disability, the court believing that the matter of postpone- 
ment should be left to the trial court (Magill, Conservator v. 


The Travelers Ins. Co., U. S. C. C. A., 8th C., $503,281). 


Burden of Proving Disability—With or without the presump- 
tion of continuance of disability, the burden of proving total 
disability remained upon the insured throughout the case 
and the verdict of the jury, on conflicting evidence, in favor 
of the insurer was upheld (Rupp v. The Guardian Life Ins. 
Co. of America, St. Louis Ct. of App., Mo., J 503,275). 


Proof of Total and Permanent Disability ——Permanency of dis- 
ability, where the symptoms are subjective, must be shown 
by expert testimony and medical testimony that the insured 
was totally and permanently disabled four and one-half 
years after she left her employment was insufficient to prove 
such disability of the insured when she ceased work or 
within the grace period of her employer’s group policy 
(Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Goen, Okla. Supreme Ct., | 503,274). 


Test for Total and Permanent Disability—The true test for 
whether the insured was totally and permanently disabled 
was whether he could perform, in the usual and customary 
way, substantially all of the material actions necessary to 
the practice of his profession (Wiener v. Mutual Life Ins. Co. 
of N. Y., St. Louis Ct. of App., Mo., [ 503,273). 


Insurable Interest—A verdict in favor of the beneficiary to 
whom the policy was issued and who paid the premiums on 
his own account was unauthorized because the beneficiary 
failed to sustain the burden of alleging and proving that 
he had an insurable interest in the insured (Interstate Life & 
Accident Co. v. Houseworth, Ga. Ct. of App., 503,270). 


Forbidden Occupation.—Under the terms of her application for 
membership in a society and the by-laws of the society and 
its successors, a certificate holder agreed that, if she should 
engage in the business of selling intoxicating liquor, her 
certificate should become void and, there being no evidence 
of waiver by the insurer of her occupation in the sale of 
liquor, no recovery was allowed her beneficiary (Holbeck v. 
Illinois Bankers Life Assur. Co., Il. App. Ct., J 503,269). 


Substitution of New Policy.—The court held that the insured, 
in accepting a new policy for his old one, released all obli- 
gations as to the old policy and that the one-year limitation 
to the suicide clause in the old policy which was omitted 
from the suicide clause in the new policy was not applicable 
at the time of his death (Austin Mutual Life Ins. Co. v. Doerr, 
Admr., Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., 503,268). 


Fraudulent Misrepresentations.—The court found that the in- 
sured was guilty of fraud in representing in her application 
that she had never had a serious ailment when in fact she 
had had a cancerous breast removed, and her beneficiary 
was denied recovery under the policy, even though the 
period of contestability had elapsed (Life Benefit, Inc. v. 
Elfring, S. D. Supreme Ct., J 503,279). 


Levying of Assessment.—The levying of an assessment was 
not a mere clerical duty which the treasurer of a mutual 
assessment association could perform and recovery upon 
the death of a member who failed to pay such assessment 
was not barred (Hopkins v. Educational Mutual Benefit Assn., 
S. D. Supreme Ct., 7 503,278). 


Reinstatement of Insurance.—The language of the reinstate- 
ment receipt, providing for its invalidity if the check for 
the overdue premium were not paid, made the insurer’s 
reinstatement of the insurance conditional, and the benefi- 
Clary was denied recovery under the policy after the insured’s 
check was dishonored (Humphries v. Colorado Life Co., 
Mich. Supreme Ct., J 503,272). 


Insurance Counselling.—An insurance counselor, whose plan 
for revamping a client’s insurance program did not accom- 
plish what was intended or agreed, was held answerable for 
the loss sustained by his client (Law, d.b.a. Independent Ins. 
Counselors v. Simon, Colo. Supreme Ct., J 503,276). 


Bank’s Dishonor of Premium Check.—Since the bank had not 
certified or accepted the premium check, it could not be held 
answerable to the payee insurance company for the amount 
of the check or for losses occasioned by its wrongful failure 
to honor the check (General American Life Ins. Co. v. Sta- 
diem et al., N. C. Supreme Ct., §[ 503,277). 


% AUTOMOBILE »% 


Exclusion Clause.—In California an insurer was held not liable 
for any damages which might be recovered by persons 
injured through the negligent operation of a truck and trailer 
insured by it, since the terms of the policy excluded liability 
while the truck and trailer were “rented under contract or 
leased” (Westphalen et al. v. Bankers Indemnity Co., U. S. 
C. C. A., 9th C., § 707,373). 


Cancelling Policy.—Since the cancelling of defendant’s liability 
policy had been arranged for over the phone but the return 
of the policy and the premium had not taken place at the 
time of the accident, the court reversed the directed ver- 
dict for defendant in plaintiff’s action for contribution of 
half the amount paid in settlement of the claim, because 
the question of whether or not the policy was cancelled 
was one of fact for the jury (Merchants & Farmers Mutual 
Casualty Co. v. Saint Paul-Mercury Indemnity Co., Minn. 
Supreme Ct., | 707,378). 


“Sole and Unconditional Ownership”.—Plaintiffs failed to re- 
cover from their insurer for the theft of an automobile, since 
the party from whom they had purchased the car had 
mortgaged the car under a “floor plan”, and the policy was 
voided because plaintiffs failed to have sole and uncondi- 
tional ownership of the vehicle (Stamler et al., d.b.a. Sun 
Motor Sales v. Universal Ins. Co., Mich. Supreme Ct., | 707,386). 


Loss by Fire.—Plaintiff recovered from the insurer for the de- 
struction of his automobile by fire, since the circumstances 
under which his confession of setting the fire was obtained 
offered substantial reason for the jury’s discarding it (General 
Exchange Ins. Corp. v. Williams, Miss. Supreme Ct., {| 707,390). 


Car Colliding with Telephone Pole.—Plaintiffs failed to recover 
for personal injuries sustained when the car in which they 
were riding left the road and collided with defendant’s tele- 
phone pole, since the proximate cause of the injuries received 
was negligence in the maintenance of the highway and not 
negligence in maintaining the pole in dangerous proximity 
to the road (Parsons et al. v. Chesapeake & Potomac Tele- 
bhone Co. of Baltimore City, Md. Ct. of App., J 707,389). 


Sudden Stopping of Forward Vehicle.—In plaintiff's action for 
damages caused to a truck-trailer which overturned when 
the driver swerved to the right onto the shoulder to avoid 
a collision with defendants’ forward automobile which had 
stopped suddenly, the judgment for defendant was reversed, 
since the trial court erred in refusing instructions on the 
giving of a hand signal before stopping and on sudden stop- 
ping (Harrington, d.b.a. Safeway Truck Lines v. Fortman 
et al., lowa Supreme Ct., { 707,387). 


Assumption of Risk.—Since an instruction given on assump- 
tion of risk was erroneous because it failed to adequately 
advise the jury that for plaintiff's acquiescence to defend- 
ant’s negligence, in driving 65 miles per hour in slush and 
snow and leaving the road while rounding a curve, to be a 
bar to recovery, the negligence asquiesced in must have been 
the proximate cause of plaintiff’s injury while a passenger in 
the automobile (Miller v. Mathis, lowa Supreme Ct., 707,376). 

Wilful and Wanton Misconduct.—A guest recovered for per- 
sonal injuries sustained when defendant host wilfully and 
wantonly increased his speed upon sighting a stalled vehicle 


crosswise in the icy road ahead and collided with the said 
automobile (Greimel v. Fischer, Mich. Supreme Ct., § 707,385). 


Paragraph () numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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Status of Automobile Occupant.—Since it was shown that the 
share-the-ride agreement under which defendant, plaintiff's 
intestate and another were traveling to and from work 
had ceased and that defendant drove plaintiff’s intestate to 
work on the day of the accident only because the weather 
was bad, the court held that plaintiff's intestate was merely 
a guest in defendant’s car (Workman, Admzx. v. Thompson, 
Ohio Supreme Ct., f/ 707,395). 


Contributory Negligence of Guest.—The trial court erred in 
failing to give instructions on plaintiff's contributory negli- 
gence, since the testimony that the host had been driving 
75 to 80 miles per hour for the entire day before the accident 
presented sufficient evidence to entitle the host to such an 
instruction (Hubenette v. Ostby, Minn. Supreme Ct., § 707,388). 


Intersection Collision.—In plaintiffs’ action for personal injuries 
sustained when defendant’s taxicab in which they were passen- 
gers collided with the second defendant’s automobile at an 
intersection, the judgment for defendants was reversed and 
remanded since it was against the weight of the evidence 
(Louis et al. v. Checker Taxi Co. et al., Ill. App. Ct., 
4 707,377). 


Lookout.—Plaintiff was not guilty of contributory negligence 
as a matter of law in assuming that no car would enter 
the intersection from the north since she had looked when 
seventy-five feet from the intersection and found that there 
was no car nearer than four hundred feet; therefore, she 
recovered for personal injuries sustained when defendant’s 
car struck the automobile in which she was riding at the 
intersection (Orr v. Hensy, Kan. Supreme Ct., J 707,394). 


Left Turn.—Recovery was allowed for damage caused when 
the driver of plaintiff's ambulance overtook defendant’s 
truck, honked the horn, swung out to the left to pass and, 
just as the front of the ambulance drew up to the rear of 
the truck, the truck driver negligently and without warning 
turned sharply to the left in order to make a left turn at the 
intersection and collided with the ambulance (Rose-Neath 
Funeral Home, Inc. v. Cudahy Packing Co. of La., Ltd., et al., 
La. Ct. of App., J 707,392). 


Maintenance of Traffic Light System.—A municipality was not 
held liable for an injury caused when the “stop and go” 
traffic light system was out of order for 24 to 48 hours, 
since no scienter on the part of the city was alleged and the 
operation of the lights was a governmental function rather 
than a corporate function (Avey v. City of West Palm Beach, 
Fla. Supreme Ct., § 707,393). 


Railroad Crossing Collision.—In Florida plaintiffs recovered for 
injuries sustained by the driver of a truck and for the death of a 
passenger in the truck when the vehicle was struck by de- 
fendant’s train at a crossing, since the flasher signal was not 
in operation and the view in the direction of the train’s 
approach was obstructed by box cars standing on a siding 
(Atlantic Coast Line R. R. Co. v. Smith et al., U. S.C. C. A, 
Sth C., J 707,371). 


Contributory Negligence.—Plaintiff failed to recover for the 
death of her decedent who was killed when the gasoline 
truck which he was driving was struck by defendant’s train 
at a grade crossing, since decedent was guilty of contribu- 
tory negligence in proceeding over a crossing with which he 
was familiar when the bell and whistle were being operated 
and the automatic bell at the crossing was ringing (New 
York Central Ry. Co. v. Powell, Admx., Ind. Supreme Ct., 
{ 707,374). 


Statute Construed.—A literal interpretation of the statute re- 
quiring that a vehicle stopping on the paved portion of a 
highway leave twenty feet of unobstructed highway is a 
practical impossibility in view of the fact that at least 
85% of the highways were not of sufficient width; this 
court decided that vehicles should be required to pull as 
tar to the right as possible and leave a 200 foot clear view 
available in each direction, and the question of whether or 
not these requirements had been complied with under the 


circumstances should be left to a jury for determination 
(Teche Lines, Inc. v. Danforth et al. Miss. Supreme Ct., 
{ 707,379). 


Three Vehicles Involved.—Plaintiffs recovered for personal in- 


juries and property damages sustained when their car skidded 
onto the wrong side of the highway and was struck by one 
defendant’s truck which knocked it back across the road 
where the car was struck by the second defendant’s truck 
(Nichols et al. v. Commercial Truckers et al., I. App. Ct., 
{ 707,381). 


Opposing Traffic Collision.—Since the trial court erred in refus- 


ing to give a charge requested on a sudden emergency, the 
judgment for defendant was reversed in plaintiff's action for 
injuries sustained in a collision with defendant’s passing 
car which was on the wrong side of the road (Smith v. 


Maticka, d.b.a, Sanford Lumber Co. ct al., Mich. Supreme 
Ct., 707,382). 


Damages.—A judgment for $350.00 for damages caused to 


plaintiff's restaurant building and its contents when defend- 
ant’s truck skidded into the side of the building was affirmed, 
since there was evidence to support the finding (Stephens v. 
Ry. Express Agency, Inc., I. Supreme Ct., J 707,380). 


Misconduct of Jury.—Defendant’s contention that he should 


have been granted a new trial because the attorneys, listen- 
ing at the door of the jury room, overheard a juror state that 
defendant was backed by insurance, after the issue of liability 
had been agreed upon, was found to be without merit, since, 
if the evidence was competent, it was reflected in the 
amount of the verdict which had been divested of all infla- 
tionary excess by a remittitur (Boone v. Beavers, Miss. 
Supreme Ct., § 707,391). 


Voir Dire Examination.—In plaintiff’s action for injuries sus- 


tained in an automobile collision it was not error for the 
trial court to permit the struck jurors to be questioned on 
the voir dire examination as to an insurance connection, since 
a challenge for cause is one for bias, and if any juror had 
been a stockholder of the insurer he would have been dis- 
qualified by bias (Reichmann v. Reasner, Ind. App. Ct. 


| 707,375). 


“U”-Turn.—Since plaintiff's decedent was guilty of contribu- 


tory negligence as a matter of law in making a “U”-turn 
in the face of the approaching traffic and stopping his car 
with the front part projecting over the center line of the 
highway, defendant, the approaching motorist, was entitled 
to a directed verdict (Ruby, Spec. Admx. v. Buxton, Mich. 
Supreme Ct., J 707,384). 


Truck-Trailer Overturning and Catching Fire-—When defend- 


ant turned his car to the left side of the road in passing two 
vehicles and plaintiff's approaching truck was forced to 
swerve to the right and thereby overturned and later caught 
fire from the negligent act of a bystander in throwing a 
match in the stream of spilled gasoline, the judgment for 
plaintiff in its action for the total loss of the truck and its 
contents was reversed because the trial court refused to give 
any instructions on the speed of the truck (Miles v. South- 


eastern Motor Truck Lines, Inc., Ky. Ct. of App., 707,264). 


Wife’s Action Against Husband.—A wife was not permitted to 


bring an action against her husband for personal injuries 
sustained when her husband, driving seventy-five miles per 
hour, ran off the highway on a curve, since the Married 
Women’s Act merely gave her the right to sue alone in those 
actions where before it was necessary that the husband join 
and did not give any new right of action (McKiney v. 


McKinney, Wyo. Supreme Ct., J 707,372). 


Tractor and Trailer Skidding on Icy Pavement.—Plaintiffs re- 
covered for damages sustained when defendants’ tractor and 
trailer skidded on the icy pavement into plaintiffs’ car which 
was approaching on the outside lane of a four-lane highway 
(Humphries et al. v. Complete Auto Transit, Inc., et al., Mich. 
Supreme Ct., J 707,383). 


Paragraph (#) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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